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July 9, 2008

CERTIFIED MAIL #7004 2510 0002 6347 6339
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Mr. Jim Moore

Illinois EPA

Division of Land Pollution Control
PO Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Re:  Environmental Land Use Controls
Keystone Steel & Wire Company
Illinois EPA ID No. 1430050001

Dear Mr. Moore:

Keystone Consolidated Industries, Inc. d/b/a Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (“Keystone™) is
submitting herewith the final certified Environmental Land Use Controls (the “ELUCs”)
required in connection with the remediation and closure activities at the North Ditch
Staging Area and F-Pond required by the Administrative Order of Consent between
Keystone and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5, dated December 20,
2000. The ELUCs are for Land Parcel ID Numbers 17-25-276-002 and 17-36-400-003.

If you have any questions or need additional information please do not hesitate to contact
me at 309-697-7702.

Respectfully,

David L. Cheek
President and Chief Executive Officer

Attachment

cc:  George Hamper, USEPA (less attachment)
Andrew Running, Kirkland & Ellis
Pierce Marshall, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co.
Kevin Lombardozzi, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (less attachment)
Russ Perry, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (less attachment)
Bert Downing, Keystone Consolidated Industries, Inc. (less attachment)
Chad Erdmann, Keystone Steel & Wire Co.
Thad Slaughter, ENTACT (less attachment)
Jonathan Adenuga, USEPA - Certified Mail #7004 2510 0002 6347 6346
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July 1, 2008

CERTIFIED MAIL #7004 2510 0002 6347 6322
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Mr. Jim Moore

Illinois EPA

Division of Land Pollution Control
PO Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Re:  Environmental Land Use Controls
Keystone Steel & Wire Company
Illinois EPA ID No. 1430050001

Deaf Mr. Moore:

Keystone Consolidated Industries, Inc. d/b/a Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (“Keystone™) is
submitting herewith the final certified Environmental Land Use Controls (the “ELUCs”)
required in connection with the remediation and closure activities at the South Ditch-
North Half, South Ditch-South Half, and the Lower South Ditch (collectively, the
“Ditches”). The ELUCs are for Land Parcel ID Numbers 17-25-503-001 and 17-25-503-
002 (“the Land Parcels”).

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency approved the form of the ELUCs for the
Land Parcels on October 23, 2006. After that date, Keystone repeatedly attempted to
secure fully executed ELUCs for the Land Parcels from Union Pacific Railroad (“UPR”),
the titled owner of the Land Parcels at that time. After significant protracted negotiations
over the past year and a half, UPR finally decided it was in everyone’s best interest for
UPR to quitclaim the Land Parcels to Keystone and have Keystone put the ELUCs in
place in connection with the closure of the Ditches. Keystone finally closed on the
purchase of the Land Parcels last week, which facilitated the filing of the ELUCs with the
Peoria County land records office on Friday, June 27, 2008.

Keystone very much appreciates your patience in this matter and should you have any

questions or need additional information please do not hesitate to contact me at 309-697-
7702.

Respectfully, ' z 2

David L. Cheek
President and Chief Executive Officer

Attachment



Mr. Jim Moore
July 1, 2008
Page 2 of 2

cc:

George Hamper, USEPA (less attachment)

Andrew Running, Kirkland & Ellis

Pierce Marshall, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co.

Kevin Lombardozzi, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (less attachment)
Russ Perry, on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Co. (less attachment)

Bert Downing, Keystone Consolidated Industries, Inc. (less attachment)

Chad Erdmann, Keystone Steel & Wire Co.

Thad Slaughter, ENTACT (less attachment)

Jonathan Adenuga, USEPA (less attachment)
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
D-8J
October 19, 2005
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Russ R. Perry, Manager

Energy & Environmental Engineering
Keystone Steel & Wire Company
7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

Re: Selection of Final Remedial Alternative
Keystone Steel & Wire Company
EPA ID No. ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as part of its public participation
responsibilities under RCRA from August 1, 2005, through September 16, 2005, issued a statement
of basis explaining a proposed remedy for addressing contaminated soils and groundwater at the
Keystone Steel & Wire Company (KS&W) facility. The document also summarized investigation
of contamination at the site and viable remedies alternatives.

The U.S. EPA did not receive any comments from the public at the end of the public comment
period nor received any new information that would constitute a basis for modification of the
proposed remedy. Therefore, the U.S. EPA is selecting the proposed remedy as the final remedial
alternative for contaminant remediation at the KS&W facility.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jonathan Adenuga, of my staff, at
(312) 886-7954.

Sincerely,

..éo’\ Margaret M. Guerriero, Director
Waste Pesticides and Toxics Division

. Enclosure

Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer)
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March 15, 2005

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

DE-9J

CERTIFIED MA
. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Russ R. Perry

Manager, Energy & Environmental Engineering
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

Re: Final Corrective Measures Proposal Keystone Steel & Wire Company
EPA ID No: ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

We have completed review of the February 14, 2005 Final Corrective Measures Proposal (CMP) for the
onsite F-Pond and the North Ditch Staging Area at the Keystone Steel & Wire Company. More
importantly, we note that the wetland designation issues associated with the F-Pond were not
specifically addressed in the CMP. It is our position that the onsite F-Pond wetland designation must
be addressed such that any remedial measures implemented w1thm the wetland areas at the fac111ty must
take into account all wetland rules and regulations.

Based on our initial assessment of the recommended corrective measures for the F-Pond and the North
Ditch Staging Area, it would appear, that the In-Situ/Off-site Disposal and the CAMU
Treatment/Off-site Disposal corrective measures may be acceptable, if the technical and regulatory
issues associated with this particular remedies are properly addressed. We believe that these technical
and regulatory issues may have some impact on the implementability and effectiveness of the remedy
Described below are some of the concerns noted in the CMP.

A) According to the text in Section 6.1.1, soils/sediment that may exhibit toxicity characteristic for lead
will be identified in the F-Pond. It is unclear from the CMP, if keystone intends to visually identify
soil/sediment samples that may exhibit the toxicity characteristic. The CMP needs to clarify or include
a plan to characterize the nature of the wastes in the F-Pond. This plan must include a strategy for
collecting samples that may exhibit the toxicity characteristics for RCRA metals. It is also unclear if
the waste determined to be characteristic for lead and treated in-situ to reduce the lead concentration,
would also be transported for off-site disposal. For example, as stated in the CMP, “The treated
soils/sediment and impacted soils/sediment with concentrations of constituents of concern that exceed
the remediation goals will be... stockpiled fo sampling purpose”. In addition, the text states “Stockpiles
that meet the disposal criteria... will be transported to an off-site Subtitle D disposal facility’ ’. These

Recycled/Recyclable . Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (50% Postconsumer)




off-site disposal criteria are unclear.

The CMP needs to clarify whether all soils/sediment within the F-Pond with concentration of lead that
exceed the 800mg/kg levels, including those treated that no.longer exhibit the toxicity characteristic
. would be transported for off-site disposal. Please note that treatment of wastes that exhibit the toxicity
characteristic of lead, to less than Sppm does not mean that the health risks associated with the wastes
has been removed. The toxicity characteristic leaching procedure applies only to the leachate extract
from the waste and not the waste itself. The waste may still contain lead concentrations that may not be
safe to be left in place. '

B) The text describes excavation and offsite disposal of treated soils/sediment, however, it does not
explain if the area excavated will be backfield with clean soils.

_ _ . _
C) To provide clarity and comparability, the CMP should be expanded to include detailed figures
showing remedial areas for the four active alternatives considered. With as much specificity as possible
at this stage of the RCRA corrective action process, these figures should show areas to be excavated,
treatment and consolidation areas, stockpiling areas, areas to be covered and/or backfilled, and other
pertinent corrective measures components. Assumed excavation depths and soil volumes should also
be noted on the figures. In addition, the location of Mud Lake (referenced in Section 6.1.1) should be
indicated.

D) According to this section of the CMP, confirmation samples will be collected from the bottom of the
soil/sediment excavation area at F-Pond under Corrective Measures Alternative No. 2. These
confirmation samples will be used to document achievement of remediation goals for iron and lead
contamination. To confirm that the full extent of contamination (above applicable industrial standards)
has been removed both laterally and vertically, the CMP should require confirmation sampling along
the excavation sidewalls, as well as from the excavation bottom. Revise the CMP recommendations
accordingly. In addition, confirmation sampling frequencies (e.g., number of samples per given area)
and analytical parameters should be identified in the CMP. (Note that these comments should be -
applied to all alternatives involving excavation of impacted media from F-Pond and the North Ditch
Staging Area.)

E) Expand the discussion of Alternative No. 2 to identify potential future uses of the F-Pond area to
explain why no backfilling or regrading is proposed following excavation of impacted soil/sediment.

. Keystone is proposing to address impacted soil/sediment above applicable industrial/commercial
standards. Some soil/sediment contamination above residential standards is expected to remain in place
upon completion of the cleanup effort. Consequently, certain risks to human health and the
énvironment (e.g., those that would apply to on-site residents) will not be addressed via excavation or
treatment under the recommended corrective measures. Instead, Keystone proposes to address these
risks by implementing deed restrictions that limit future land uses to commercial or industrial purposes.
Accordingly, the CMP language should be clarified to note that the proposed corrective measures are
intended to address risks to human health and the environment under commercial/industrial land use
scenarios.

F) According to the CMP, surface water in F-Pond has reported exceedances of tap water PRGs for
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. analytical testing, data validation, and reporting. One of the tasks involves establishment of a CAMU,
for which regulatory agency approval will be required. Upon completion of the field effort, analytical
services and reporting will again be required before the corrective action can be approved.
Consequently, it appears that the one month estimate for cleanup refers only to time spent in the field
implementing the selected remedy for each area. For greater clarity and comparability, the CMP should
be expanded to include detailed scheduling information (at least for the recommended corrective
measures alternatives), showing linkages between tasks and including planning, mobilization, field
components, demobilization, analytical, reporting, and ongoing operations and maintenance tasks.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jonathan Adenuga, (312) 886-7954.

Sincerely yours,

e
f—— -

1 —
Jonathan Adenuga _

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division

Enclosures

cc: Jim Moore, [EPA
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

May 19, 2004
DE-9J

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Russ R. Perry

Manager, Energy & Environmental Engineering
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

- *

Re: Summary Results of 2003 Sampling
‘East Sludge Pond & Sludge Lagoons
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

EPA ID No: ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

" The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
completed the review of your May 11, 2004, Summary results from the
additional sampling conducted at the North and South Sludge Lagoons
and the former East Sludge Pond. The U.S. EPA agrees with the
findings and conclusions in your report. The results from the U.S.
EPA’'s split samples retained from the same locations also appears to
reveal similar results.

You may now submit the Final Corrective Measures Proposal for those
Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) where corrective actions is
required. Please refer to U.S. EPA August 12, 2003 letter as this may
help you submit an adequate corrective measures proposal. The above

information should be submitted within 30 days of receipt of this
letter.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Jonathan Adenuga, (312) 886-7954.

Sincerely yours,

h ' .y
Jonathan Aﬁa N:-a

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division

Recycled/Recyclable . Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (50% Postconsumer}
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Jonathan Ada_huga To: perryrs@keysfonesfeel.com

i cc:
04/29/0410:20 AM Subject: Sampling report

Our records indicate that Keystone Steel received final data reports for the additional sampling
requested by the U.S. EPA in December of 2003. According fo Keystone Steel, a summary
documentation should have been submitted to U.S. EPA by January of 2004. Failure to submit
this summary report has led to the delay of submitting the Final Comective Measures Proposal as
required under the Consent Decree. Failure to submit the Final Corrective Measure Proposal is a
violation of the Consent Decree and the U.S. EPA may invoke the stipulated penalties clause in
the Consent Decree. Your summary data and conclusion of the additional sampling must be
submitted to U.S. EPA by May 12, 2004 and the Final Corrective Measures Proposal submitted 30
days affer U.S. EPA approves the summary reporr



September 5, 2003 CERTIFIED MAIL # 7001 1940 0006 0347 9153
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jonathan Adenuga

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (DE-9])
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, lllinois 60604-3507

Subject: USEPA’s August 12, 2003 Letter Regarding Additional Sampling and the Final Corrective
Measures Proposal for Keystone Steel & Wire Company, Peoria, Illinois (EPA Facility ID
Number: ILD 000 714 881)

Dear Mr. Adenuga:

Keystone has received and reviewed United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) August 12,
2003 response the to the additional sampling proposal presented in the July 11, 2003 letter submitted by RMT on
behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Company (Keystone). Keystone is currently in the process of coordinating the
implementation of the proposed sampling event to further evaluate sediments from the former East Sludge Pond
and the North and South Sludge Lagoons. '

. As per your conversation with Mark Prytula of RMT, Inc. on August 21, 2003, we understand that you intended
the 30-day deadline noted in your letter to apply to the analytical results for the data collected as a result of the
implementation of this sampling event. After your review of this data, USEPA and Keystone can then coordinate
identification of the final corrective measures that will be required at the SWMUs to be remediated.

Keystone is ' working to schedule a drilling contractor to implement the Fast Sludge Pond portion of the sampling
event, and is required to notify you 14 days prior to mobilization to implement any field activities pertaining to the
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC). Owing to these facts and that the standard turnaround time for analytical
laboratory results is 21 days, it will not be possible for the indicated 30-day deadline to be met.

Keystone will riotify USEPA when the proposed sampling event has been scheduled (at least 14 days in advance
of mobilization) and will then coordinate with you regarding submission of the laboratory results for your review.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (309) 697-7538.

Sincerely,
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

Russ R. Perry, P.G.
Manager, Energy & Environmental Engineering

cc:  Andrew Running, Kirkland & Ellis
Mark Hollingsworth, Keystone Consolidated Industries
Robert Aten, Ph.D, L.P.G., Earth Tech
‘ Jeffery Pierce, P.E., RMT, Inc.

Q\EPA\USEPA\09-04-03 Adenuga Letter.doc

Keystone Steel & Wire Co. 7000 S.W. Adams St. Peoria, IL 61641-0002  (309) 697-7020 FAX (309) 697-7422  Internet www.redbrand.com
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION.OF

August 12, 2003
DE-=9J

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN-R,CEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Russ R. Perry

Manager, Energy & Environmental Englneerlng
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

Re: Final Corrective Measures Proposal
Additional Sampling Proposal
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

EPA ID No: ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S: EPA) has
completed the review of your July 11, 2003 Additional Information and

~ Follow-up Sampling Plan regarding Final Corrective Measures for the
Keystone Steel & Wire Company (KS$W). The proposed sampling plan is
acceptable. However, as you know, five solid waste management units
were identified in the December 2000 Administrative Order on Consent -
AOC) for investigation and remediation. During the investigation at
the facility, two new additional SWMUs (North & South Lagoons and East
Waste & East sludge Pond areas) not formerly identified in the AOC,

- were identified as potentially contaminated areas. These two new

SWMUs are now targeted for further investigation.

Paragraph 18 of the AOC requires that Keystone propose final
corrective measures for the five identified SWMUs and that U.S. EPA
selects the final corrective measures. The July 11, 2003 sampling
plan proposes additional investigations at the two newly identified
SWMUs at the facility. Based on the proposed additional sampling, we
believe that it is premature for KS&W to submit the required final
corrective measures for selection by the U.S. EPA. Therefore, the
proposed additional sampling must be completed and the results should
be submitted to U.S. EPA for review. We believe it would be prudent
to evaluate the results from the additional sampling in conjunction
with earlier results specifically for use in determining the final
corrective measures. The selected corrective measures will be sent
for public comment prior to implementation by KS&W.

Recycled/Recyclable  Printed with Vegstable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer)



As we indicated in our letter of March 28, 2003, we are aware that
KS&W is closing several other units under an earlier order on consent
with IEPA that may have some impact on the final outcome of any
remediation that may ultimately be approved for the facility. 'As part
of the U.S. EPA’s public participation responsibilities, any selected
remedy must be issued in a statement of basis that explains the
proposed remedy to the public for comment. The proposed remedy in the
statement of basis for public comment must also include all relevant
information relating to all units at the facility that are currently
being closed or have been closed. For example, a summary of all
closure activities including remedies that have been completed,
approved closure plans, approved remedies, and anticipated final
closure dates for any remaining areas must be included in the
statement of basis.

Therefore, as indicated above, we recommend that KS&W complete the
follow-up sampling plan, submit the results for review and then submit
final corrective measures for all SWMUs to be remediated including a
summary of all relevant information relating to all areas to be closed
under the IEPA Consent Order. The above information should be -
submitted within 30 days of receipt of this letter. I have also
included copies of a Federal Register relating to .the regulatory
status of waste pickle llquor sludges generated by lime stabilization.

If you have any questions regardlng this matter, please contact
Jonathan Adenuga, (312) 886-7954.

Sincerely yours,

Jonathan-Adenuga
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and. Toxics Division
Enclosures

cc: Jim Moore, IEPA
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Environmental Protection Agency, -
Washington, D.C. 20460.
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“Petroleum Refining-Section 3001.” The
public docket for this proposed .

is available for viewing from 9:00 a
4:00 p.m., Monday through Fnday.
excluding holidays. :
Hearings requests should be addressed -

-to John P..Lehman, Director, Hazardous
and Industrial Waste Division, Office of
Solid Waste (WH-585), US. . .

Environmental Protection Agency,

W, on, D.C. 20460. The request

m ntain the information’ prescribed

in 40 CFR § 260.20(d).
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composed regardless of the type of

- that

. In fact (agafn
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‘refinery sludge resulti

d peqondary oil/ solids water-

equipment used in the separation step.
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of the magly equipment types which.
functlsn 8:a primary oil/solids/water
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comments on process waste identification.
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form, while requesting comment on
them. The Agency received many
comments on the rules, and also
participated in settlement discussions
with all of the petitioners who
challenged the rules. As a result of the
comments and discussions, EPA
amended the rules in 1981 to exempt
certain wastewater management
practices from the “mixture” rule and to
make certain other changes (see CFR
261.3(a)(2) (iii) and (iv), 46 FR 56588,
November 17, 1981). The Agency has
also amended these rules several times
since 1981 to create other exceptions to
the “mixture” and “derived-from” rules
(see 40 CFR 261.2(c){ii)}-

C. Court Decision

Numerous petitions for judicial review
were brought to challenge the May 19,
1980 final rules. One of the challenges
alleged that the definition of hazardous
waste proposed on December 18, 1978
did not adequately discuss the
“mixture” and “derived-from" rules
promulgated in the final regulations. The
petitioners thus argued that they were
deprived of adequate notice and
opportunity to comment as required by
the Administrative Procedure Act (APA}
(5 U.S.C. 553(b]).

On December 6, 1991, the court ruled
that the 1978 proposal did not
adequately provide notice of either rule
and that the petitioners thus did not
have sufficient opportunity to comment
{Shell Oil Co. v: EPA, no. 80-1532 et al.

- (D.C. Cir:, December 8, 19981)). The court
vacated the rules and remanded them to
the Agency because of procedural
defects. However, the court did not
address any of the substantive i issues
raised by the petitioners concerning the
rules. On January 21, 1992, EPA ﬁled a
petition requesting that the court

- reconsider its decision. The court denied
this petition on February 12, 1992.

In its' December 8, 1991 decision, the
court recognizéd the dangem that may
be posed by a discontimuity in the -
regulation of hazardous waste, and
suggested that the Agency could
reinstate the rules in whole or in part on
an emergency basis under the “good
cause” exemption of the APA. Sucha
reinstatement would prevent disruption
in ongoing implementation of the
hazardous waste program while
allowing EPA to request comment on the
rules and cure the procedural defect.

IIL EPA’s Response to the Court _
Decision: Reasons for Reinstatement

Today's rule responds to the court’s
suggestion that EPA reinstate the rules
on an interim basis pending full notice
and comment. EPA is aware of concerns
that have arisen about the rules since

they were first promulgated in 1980.
Nevertheless, EPA believes that interim
reinstatement is important because
human health and the environment
could be harmed and the national
hazardous waste program significantly
disrupted if the rules were allowed to
lapse. The total effect of a
disappearance of the “mixture™ and
“derived-from” rules is difficult to -
foresee, but it is clear that the
consequences could be serious:
Following are some possible effects of a
lapse in the rules.

Environmental Effects

If the rules were not in effect, the
federal regulations would still apply to
listed hazardous wastes when the
wastes were genersted, but the status of
these wastes under subtitle C after they
were managed or mixed would be
thrown into question. The Agency has
acknowledged that, in some cases, these
wastes may present little risk.
Nevertheless, many wastes are still
toxic after they are managed or mixed,
often presenting the same hazard as
when the waste was generated. EPA
notes that some hazardous waste
listings were based on information
about environmental damage caused in
the mixed or derived-from state of the
waste. For example, leachate from
hazardous waste which has been
disposed of is produced by liquid
percolating through the waste; it
sometimes contains heavy metals and
organic materials which render it highly
toxic. Treatment residues, by definition,
contain waste constituents which were
removed during treatment or which
were not completely destroyed by
treatment. Wastewaters from facilities
that treat hazardous waste may contain
significant amounts of the toxic
substances that were in the wastes. Ash
from incinerating hazardous wastes
often contains heavy metals and, if
combustion is not: eomplete.
undestroyed toxic organic materials.
EPA has placed in the docket for this
notice data indicating that “mixture"
and “derived-from" wastes can contain
high concentrations of hazardous
constituents.

The Agency acknowledges that some

“mixture” and “derived-from™ wastes
would still be covered under existing
regulations. An interpretation of the
regulations under which the slightest
mixing or management rendered a listed
waste non-hazardous would clearly be
unreasonable. Nevertheless, if the rules
were no longer in effect, the possibility
of confusion and erronecus waste _
classifications would surely increase,
resulting in greater potential for harm to
human health and the environment.

For example, if the “mixture” and
“derived-from" rules were not in effect,

- some wastes might be mistakenly

classified as non-hazardous and
disposed of in a municipal landfill or
unregulated industrial landfill. EPA
could find it extremely difficult to track
these disposals, so that any
environmental problems they caused
might be exacerbated by delay and
could ultimately require more costly
cleanups. It is true that the current land
disposal restrictions (LDR) program
would require treatment and tracking of
certain mixed and derived-from wastes,
since the LDR restrictions apply at the
point of a waste’s generation (see 55 FR
at 226851-52, June 1, 1990). Likewise, the
prohibition on dilution as a substitute
for adequate treatment likewise
normally applies at the point of
generation (see 40 CFR 268.3(a)). As a
result, those wastes restricted from land
disposal which clearly meet the listing
description at the point of generation
would still be subject to the treatment
standards of RCRA at 40 CFR part 268
(as well as the waste analysis, tracking
and recordkeeping requirements :
associated with that program) éven if
the wastes were later mixed with other
wastes, or, in some cases, even if

" subsequently managed (see 55 I"R

22661).

However, wastes may be mixed with
other wastes at the point of generation,
so that they arguably would nat meet
the listing description at that point and
so would not be subject to LDRs. In
addition, the Agency's interpretation
that the LDR program applies to wastes
which are hazardous as generated, even
if they are later rendered “non-
hazardous” (i.e.. they no longer meet the
lisung description) is subject of litigation
in the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals (see
Cheimical Waste Management v. EPA,
No. 93-1230 {D.C. Cir.)). Some members
of the regulated comimunity will argue
that their “derived-from" wastes no
lorger meet the listing description and
thus would no longer be subject to
LDRs. Moreover, the treatment process
itse!f would not be regulated if only the
LDPs applied to the waste. And finally, *
even if some wastes would be tracked
under the LDR program, that program
was not designed as a manifest system
and would provide limited information.
For exainple. LDR tracking does not
require discrepancy reports, so that
wastes which have allegedly been sent
to & disposal facility but which do not
arrive would not be accounted for.

Similarly, many mixed and derived-
from wastes are not restricted from land
disposal-and thus are not subject to
LDRs. If they were not hazardous
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during the lengthy litigation (Shell Qil v.
EPA, no. 80-1532 et al. (D.C. Cir..
December 6, 1991) (slip op. at 7)). In

- remanding the rules to the Agency, the
court suggested that they be
immediately reenacted by EPA on an
interim basis to avoid dangers from any
discontinuity in the regulation of
hazardous wastes. Slip op. at 20-21. EPA
believes that the court's concern about
regulatory discontinuity would be
inconsistent with a decision that
retroactively voided the rules. If the
rules have been void since 1980, their
reinstatement would greatly change.
rather than preserve, the current '
program.

‘Moreover, the Agency believes that its
interpretation of the court's decision is
consistent both with relevant case law
concerning the retroactivity of judicial
decisions (see Chevron Oil Co. v. Huson,
404 U.S. 97 (1971), and with the general
practice of the D.C. Circuit (see, e.g..
American Gas Association v. FERC, 888
F. 2d 136, 150 (D.C. Cir. 1989)). EPA's
action today to reinstate the rule and
cure any procedural defect through
notice and comment thus maintains the
legal definition of “hazardous waste,”
along with the Agency 8 past
interpretations 'of that definition.

V. Solite Decision

On December 31, 1991, the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit issued a
decision concerning mixtures of
hazardous waste and wastes subject to
the “Bevill” exclusion for mineral
processing wastes (see Solite Corp. v.
EPA, No. 89-1629 (D.C. Cir., December
31, 1991)). Following is the background
of the Solite decision and EPA's

- interpretation of how the decision is
related to today's rule.

On September 1, 1989 (54 FR 38592),
EPA issued rules defining the scope of
the “Bevill” exclusion for mineral
processing wastes. In the context of that
rulemaking, EPA announced that the
“mixture rule” would apply to mixtures
of listed hazardous wastes and Bevill-
exempt solid wastes from mining and
mineral processing, just as the rule
applies to mixtures of listed wastes and
any other non-hazardous solid waste.
The Agency explained that its
interpretation was consistent with the
rationale for the “mixture rule,” and
would ensure that hazardous wastes
would not be improperly excluded from
subtitle C r=gulation merely by being
mixed with a Bevill-exempt waste.

EPA also confirmed that the
hazardous wastes characteristics also
apply to mixtures of characteristically
hazardous wastes and Bevill-exempt
wastes from mining and mineral
processing, unless the resulting mixture

did not exhibit a ‘characteristic or
exhibited a characteristic imparted to
the mixture solely from the Bevill-
exempt wastes (see 40 CFR 261.3(a}(2)
(i) and (iii)). The Agency was concerned
that facilities would improperly dilute
their non-exempt hazardous wastes
under the protection of the Bevill
amendment. EPA did. however, allow
the mixing of characteristic wastes and
Bevill-exempt wastes where the
resulting mixture no longer exhibits the
characteristic of the unmixed waste,
giving some relief for Bevill facilities
which manage exempt and non-exempt
wastes together.

Several industry petitioners
challenged the September 1, 1989 rules.
Among the issues raised were the :
application of the “mixture rule” to
Bevill-exempt mining and mineral
processing wastes and the status of
mixtures of characteristic wastes and
Bevill-exempt wastes. On December 31,
1991, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
D.C. Circuit issued the Solite decision.
which upheld the September 1, 1989
rules in nearly all respects. With respect
to the “mixture rule," however, the court
remanded the issue to the Agency
without opinion. The court noted that—

(I)n extending the Subtitle.C mixture rule to
the Bevill context, EPA assumed the validity
of that rule. . . . Were the Subtitle C mixture
rule still in place. the Bevill mixture rule
might well constitute a reasonable extension
of it. . . . If the EPA desires to and
successfully does repromulgate the Subtitle C
rule, it will similarly be able to repromulgate
the Bevill rule, and attempt to justify the
latter by reference to the former.
Alternatively, the Agency may wish to justify
the Bevill rule on independent grounds.

(slip op. at 38-39).

The court's opinion did not explicitly
address the status of EPA's rule change
regarding the application of the
hazardous waste characteristics to
mixtures of Bevill-exempt wastes. The
court in Shell Oil vacated the “mixture
rule” of 40 CFR § 261.3(a)(2)(iv). which
addresses mixtures of listed wastes and
other solid wastes. Thus, to the extent
that the Solite court addressed mixtures
involving listed and Bevill wastes,
today's action will reinstate the affected

- rules. However, since the Shel/ Oil court

did not address mixtures of
characteristic and Bevill wastes, that
part of the decision by the Solite court
appears to be in error. EPA is
considering requesting clarification of
this issue from the Solite court.

VL Compliance With Other
Requirements
A. Administrative Procedure Act (APA)

. Section 553 of the APA generally
requires federal agencies to provide

notice in the Federal Register and
opportunity for public comment before
promulgating a rule. However, section
553(b)(3)(B) provides that the agency
may promulgate a rule without prior
notice and opportunity for public
comment if the agency finds that such
procedures would be “impracticable,
unnecessary, or contrary to the public
interest” with respect to the rule at
issue. The finding of “good cause” and
the reasons for the finding must be
published with the rule.

EPA has ample "good cause™ to
repromulgate the RCRA "mixture” and
“derived-from” rules without prior
notice and comment. The court in Shel//
Oil specifically suggested that to avoid
potential disruption of the hazardous

. waste management program from the

remand, EPA should immediately
reinstate the rules on an interim basis
under the “good cause™ exemption of
the APA. Shell Oil v. EPA, No. 80-1532
et al. (D.C. Cir., December 6, 1991), slip
op. at 21. This immediate reinstatement
thus allows EPA to maintain the status
guo until the Agency can cure the
procedural defect identified by the court
through notice and comment.

As discussed in detail earlier in
today's notice, EPA believes that
reinstating these rules on an interim
basis is essential to prevent serious
harm to human health and the
environment and to avoid substantial
confusion for the regulated community.
As noted above, many States which
implement the RCRA hazardous waste
program support the Agency's
assessment of the need for
reinstatement. The Agency also believes
that the need for reinstatement is
immediate. The court's mandate
vacating the rules may take effect seven
days after denial of EPA's request for
rehearing. Therefore, prior notice'and
opportunity for comment on the
remanded rules is impracticable. If the
Agency employed the full notice and
comment procedures of section 553 of
the APA before reinstatement, a lapse in
the “mixture” and “derived-from™ rules
would be inevitable, with subsequent
potential for serious damage to the
environment. This would be contrary to
the public interest. In addition, EPA
believes that the necessity for prior
notice and comment is significantly
lessened by the fact that the rules in
question have been implemented for
over a decade, they are reinstated on an
interim basis, and today's notice
requests comment on the “mixture” and
“derived-from” rules. Moreover. the
Agency has already received a great
deal of comment on these rules over the
past 11 years. As noted above, much of
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are produced in the manufacturing
process. For purposes of this paragraph
(a)(2)(iv}{D). “de minimis” losses
include those from normal material
handling operations {e.g., spills from the
unloading or transfer of materials from
bins or other containers, leaks from
pipes, valves or other devices used to
transfer materials); minor leaks of
process equipment, storage tanks or
" containers; leaks from well maintained
pump packings and seals; sample
purgings; relief device discharges;
discharges from safety showers and
rinsing and cleaning of personal safety
equipment; and rinstate from empty
containers or from containers that are
rendered empty by that rinsing; or

(E) Wastewater resulting from
laboratory operations containing toxic
(T) wastes listed in Subpart D of this
part, Provided, That the annualized
average flow of laboratory wastewater
does not exceed one percent of total
wastewater flow into the headworks of

the facility's wastewater treatment or - .

pre-treatment system, or provided the
wastes, combined annualized average
concentration does not exceed one part
per million in the headworks of the
facility's wastewater treatment or pre-
treatment facility. Toxic (T) wastes used
in laboratories that are demonstrated
not to be discharged to wastewater are
not to be included in this calculation.
(b) A solid waste which is not
-excluded from regulation under

paragraph (a)(1) of this section becomes
a hazardous waste when any of the
following events occur:

(1) In the case of a waste listed in
Subpart D of this part, when the waste
first meets the }sting description set
forth in subpart D of this part:

(2) In the case of a mixture of solid
waste and one or more listed hazardous
wastes, when a hazardous waste listed
in subpart D is first added to the solid
waste.

. (3) In the case of any other waste
{including a waste mixture), when the
waste exhibits any of the characteristics
identified in subpart C of this part.

(c) Unless and until it meets the
criteria of paragraph (d) of this section:

(1) A hazardous waste will remain a
hazardous waste. C

(2)(i) Except as otherwise provided in
paragraph (c)(2)(ii) of this section, any
solid waste generated from the
treatment, storage, or disposal of a
hazardous waste, including any sludge,
spill residue, ash, emission control dust,
or leachate (but not including
precipitation run-off) is a hazardous
waste. (However, materials that are
reclaimed from solid wastes and that
are used beneficially are not solid
wastes and hence are not hazardous .
wastes under this provision unless the
reclaimed material is burned for energy
recovery or used in a manner '
constituting disposal.)

(i) The following solid wastes are not
hazardous even though they are
generated from the treatment, storage, or
disposal of a hazardous waste, unless .
they exhibit one or more of the
characteristics of hazardous waste:

(A) Waste pickle liquor sludge
generated by lime stabilization of spent
pickle liquor from the iron and steel
industry (SIC Codes 331 and 332).

{B) Waste from burning any of the
materials exempted from regulation by
§ 261.8(a)(3)(v) through (ix). -

(d) Any solid waste described in
paragraph (c) of this section is not a
hazardous waste if it meets the
following criteria:

(1) In the case of any solid waste, it
does net exhibit any of the
characteristics of hazardous waste
identified in subpart C of this part.

{2) In the case of a waste which is a
listed waste under subpart D of this
part, contains a waste listed under
subpart D of this part or is derived from
a waste listed in subpart D of this part,
it also has been excluded from
paragraph (c) of this section under
'§§ 280.20 and 260.22 of this chapter.

(e) Sunset provision. Paragraphs
(a)(2)(iv} and (c){2)(i) of this.section
shall remain in effect only until April 28,
1993.

[FR Doc. 914255 Filed 3-2-91: 8:45 am]
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Integrated 8607 Roberts Drive
Environmental Suite 100
Solutions Atlanta, GA 30350

® Telephone: 770-641-9756

Fax: 770-642-0257

July 11, 2003

Mr. Jonathan Adenuga

Enforcement and Compliance Assistance

Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division

U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (DE-9])
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Subject: Additional Information and Follow-up Sampling Plans Regarding Final Corrective Measures
Development for Keystone Steel & Wire Company
EPA Site ID No.: ILD 000 714 881
RMT Project No.: 16-70400.07

Dear Mr. Adenuga:

This letter has been prepared by RMT, Inc. on behalf of Keystone Steel & Wire Company (Keystone),
as a follow-up to recent discussions between United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Region 5 and Keystone representatives regarding the January 2003 Final Corrective Measures Proposal
for the Peoria, Illinois facility. The information presented herein is to provide additional
documentation regarding the status of the former East Sludge Pond, and notification of intent to
perform follow-up sampling in this area and to perform representative sampling of sediment in the
North and South Sludge Lagoons. These proposed sampling activities will provide additional data
pertinent to the investigation of the corrective measures pursuant to the Administrative Order on
Consent (AOC) between Keystone and USEPA Region 5 dated December 20, 2000.

History and Status of the East Sludge Pond

Samples were collected in 1987 from areas identified as the “East Sludge Pond” and the “East Waste
Pond” as part of a RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) performed at Keystone. One soil sample (RFA
sample number S89) was collected from an area identified as the East Sludge Pond, and one surface
water sample (RFA sample number 590) was collected from an area identified as the East Waste Pond.
The locations of these samples are shown on Figure 6 of the January 1988 RFA Sampling Report. This
figure has been reproduced and is included as Attachment 1.

In reviewing the RFA documentation ten years later, first as part of the 1998 USEPA Mini-Mill
initiative and then again in 2001 to prepare the facility Current Conditions Report, these pond areas
were assumed to be part of the large, low-lying former overflow area for the Closed Loop Cooling
Pond since they no longer existed and were unknown to the personnel performing the review. It was
therefore presumed that the “East Sludge/Waste Pond” identified in the RFA documentation referred
to localized areas in the overflow zone where water was pooled at the time of the 1987 sampling event.
This misinterpretation was exposed in 2002 upon closer examination of the RFA Report during
attempts to determine where to locate new sample locations to evaluate the current status of the area.

I\WPATL\WP-DOCS\ PUBLIC\ 1670-03\0711.ADENUGA - FINAL.45LR.DOC
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Part of the 2002 sampling plan development included an attempt to correlate the depictions presented
in the RFA documentation with site maps and historical aerial photographs in order to conduct some
site reconnaissance. This effort was particularly focused on finding landmarks suitable for physically
locating the area where soil sample S89 had been collected. The product of this renewed investigative
effort was the discovery that this sample had in fact been collected from one of two distinct ponds that
existed at the eastern edge of the slag yard at the time of the RFA sampling, and which were separate
from the former overflow area of the Closed Loop Cooling Pond. These ponds were used as a silt
settling pond and a water recirculation pond associated with the washing of sand-sized crushed slag
aggregate to meet purchaser specifications. The monikers “East Waste Pond” and “East Sludge Pond”
were applied to these areas by the USEPA-contracted RFA team in the field.

Landmarks on a 1990 aerial photograph of Keystone were used to transfer scaled, digitized unit
perimeters for these two former units to current facility maps, and to provide measurement base
points to locate sample nodes for the sampling activity performed in December 2002. A reproduction
of this 1990 aerial photograph showing the so-called East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond is
included as Attachment 2.

‘ The results for one of the samples collected from the East Sludge Pond in December 2002 indicated the
potential presence of lead at concentrations above the Preliminary Remediaton Goal (PRG) of 750
mg/ kg at sample node EWP-2. This sample was split in the field and sent as a parent and a blind
duplicate to the analytical laboratory. The dichotomous results for the parent and duplicate samples
(at 460 mg/kg and 880 mg/kg total lead, respectively) have led to the need for follow-up sampling in
the area to confirm whether the higher concentration is indicative of a potential area of contamination
above the PRG, or is simply the result of a “nugget effect” that tainted the duplicate sample result.

Sampling Activities

Keystone will perform follow-up sampling at the East Sludge Pond in the vicinity of the December
2002 sampling node EWP-2 to further evaluate the conditions in the former sediment of the East
Sludge Pond. One sample will be collected adjacent to the former EWP-2 node, and three additional
samples will be collected from new sample nodes evenly distributed around the central node at a
radial distance of about 10 feet. Direct push or hollow-stem auger drilling equipment will be
employed to bore through the overlying slag fill (with continuous split-spoon geologic logging) until
the former pond sediment layer is reached. One sample from the sediment layer, and one sample
from the underlying native soil will be collected at each sample node. The approximate sample
locations are presented on a map of the Slag Processing Area included as Attachment 3.

Keystone will also procure representative samples of the accumulated sludge being stored in the
North and South Sludge Lagoons associated with Keystone’s on-site wastewater treatment plant

. (WWTP). USEPA has indicated its concern that Keystone has not demonstrated through analysis that
the sludge stored in these two lagoons does not exhibit any of the characteristics of hazardous waste,
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and has therefore requested additional testing of this material. A composite sludge sample will be
collected from each lagoon representative of various depth layers. The North Sludge Lagoon has a
pier that can be used for access for sampling activities and the South Lagoon is not in use and has
sufficiently dried/ dewatered such that plywood mats can be used to create a walkway to perform
sampling.

Sampling Protocols

Samples will be collected using new and/or properly cleaned and decontaminated equipment and
sample containers (the latter shall be provided by the analytical laboratory). Samples from the desired
depth intervals will be collected from the split spoons or core tubes brought to the surface,
homogenized in a stainless steel bowl, and then transferred to wide-mouth glass jars with Teflon®-
lined screw caps.

In order to prevent cross-contamination of samples, equipment will be properly decontaminated prior
to initial use, between subsequent uses (between samples), and prior to leaving the site. The following
field decontamination procedure will be used: (1) check equipment for damage and proper working
order; (2) rinse with potable water; (3) wash with potable water, a nylon brush, and detergent
(Liquinox® or equivalent); (4) rinse with potable water; (5) rinse with distilled/ deionized water and
allow to air dry. If not immediately re-used, decontaminated equipment shall be wrapped in
aluminum foil (shiny side out) to prevent contamination during storage and transportation in the field.
During sampling activities, plastic sheeting will be used to prevent contact of decontaminated
equipment with the ground, truck beds, etc.

Rinsate blank samples will be collected to confirm the efficacy of field decontamination procedures.
Decontaminated sampling equipment will be rinsed with distilled/ deionized water, and the rinsate
will be collected for analysis in sample containers provided by the analytical laboratory.

Excess soil sample and cuttings generated at the East Sludge pond will be mixed with bentonite clay
and returned to the borehole. Excess sludge sample and cuttings from the North and South Sludge
Lagoons will be returned to the lagoons. Wastewater generated during sampling equipment
decontamination activities will be collected in 55-gallon drums or other suitable containers to be
transferred to Keystone’s on-site WWTP.

Sample containers will be labeled with identifiers indicating the sample location and sample number.
Field duplicates will be sent to the laboratory with typical sample codes, and will not be explicitly
identified as duplicate samples on container labels or chain of custody forms. Samples will be
transferred to the analytical laboratory on the same day that they are collected, and will be packed in
coolers on ice to initiate chilling to 4°C for preservation. Sample containers and ice shall be packed in
watertight plastic bags (e.g., Ziploc®) to contain meltwater and minimize condensation on sample
containers.
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Chain of custody protocols shall be followed to create an accurate written record to trace the collection,
handling, transfer, and possession of samples. A chain of custody form will be prepared and shall
accompany the samples in each cooler from the time of collection until acceptance by the analytical
laboratory. For each sample, chain of custody forms and sample containers shall identify sampling
date and time, sample matrix, parameters to be analyzed, preservatives used, sampler name, and type
of sample.

Samples from the East Sludge Pond will be analyzed for total lead. Samples from the North and South
Sludge Lagoons will be analyzed for potential hazardous characteristics per USEPA hazardous
constituents criteria for K061 and K062-listed wastes (i.e., TCLP cadmium, chromium, and lead).
Appropriate USEPA SW-846 standard analytical methods will be utilized for all analyses (e.g.,
methods 3050B and 6010B for total metals, and methods 1311 and 6010B for TCLP metals). Laboratory
results shall meet Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) minimum practical quantitation
limits (PQLs) for all analyses.

Proper quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) data will be requested from the analytical
laboratory. These shall include rinse blanks, field duplicates, matrix spikes (MS), matrix spike
duplicates (MSD), and laboratory control samples (instrument blanks, calibration control blanks, etc.).
Full data reports containing the QA/QC data will be procured from the laboratory. Field blanks will
be collected at a rate of at least one for every ten analytical samples, and MS/MSD samples will be
collected at a frequency of at least one for every 20 analytical samples.

Please feel free to contact Mark Prytula or myself of RMT at (770) 641-9756, or Russ Perry of Keystone
at (309) 697-7538 if you have any questions or need clarification of any of the information presented in
this letter.

Sincerely,

RMT, Inc. 5&

Jeffery A. Pierce, P.E.
Senior Project Manager

Attachments:

cc: Russ R. Perry and J. Mark Hollingsworth - Keystone Steel & Wire Company
Andrew Running - Kirkland & Ellis
Robert Aten - Earth Tech
Mark Prytula - RMT, Inc.
Central Files
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June 12, 2003 VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

Mr. Jonathan Adenuga

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

Waste, Pesticide, and Toxics Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (DE-9J)
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3507

Subject: EPA’s May 20, 2003 Letter Regarding Final Corrective Measures Proposal Submitted by
Keystone Steel & Wire Company (ILD 000 714 881)

Dear Mr. Adenuga:

On May 23, 2003, Keystone Steel & Wire Company (Keystone) received EPA’s letter dated May
20, 2003 1n response to Keystone’s April 18, 2003 email regarding the Final Corrective Measures
Proposal (Proposal) that Keystone submitted to the Agency in January 2003. Several concems
were expressed by EPA in the May 20, 2003 letter and also during an informal conference call
held between representatives of Keystone and EPA Region 5 on June 11, 2003.

Confusion regarding analytical data for the December 2002 sampling event: EPA indicated
that there was some confusion with regard to tabulated sample data, the laboratory data sheets,
and the original chain of custody forms. for the sampling event documented in the January 2003
Proposal. To assist in alleviating any remaining points of confusion, Keystone has prepared the
following discussion to address those concems raised in the May 20 letter and during the June 11
conference call.

The three chain of custody sheets at the end of Appendix A of the Proposal are copies of the
laboratory-signed forms provided by PDC as part of their laboratory report documenting analysis
of the samples collected at Keystone in December 2002. Although, the “Page _ of ”
fields were left blank, all three pages correlate to the sample analyses presented in the preceding
data sheets of the laboratory report. All of the samples represented on the chain of custody forms
were collected on December 4 and 5, 2002; and were delivered to, and accepted by the laboratory
on December 6, 2002 as part of one sample delivery group (SDG). This SDG is identified by
Login No. 02121645, which was entered by the laboratory on the upper right corner of all three
chain of custody pages. This number also appears on the two report cover pages and is used as
the preliminary identifier on all of the laboratory sample identification numbers.

An error was noted by EPA in PDC Laboratory’s report. On page 15 of the Laboratory Results
section, the Site ID field reads “EWP-2 5-97* for sample 02121645-15 that was collected on
December 5, 2002 at 10:45 am. The depth interval on the laboratory data sheet was entered
incorrectly due to a misreading of the handwriting on the chain of custody form, which says
“EWP-2 (8’-9)” for this sample.

Keystone Steel & Wire Co. 7000 S.W. Adams St. Peoria, IL 61641-0002 (309) 697-7020  FAX (309) 697-7422  Internet www.redbrand.com
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Confusion has also been noted by EPA due to the lack of sample collection times for samples
identified as “DUP-1" and “DUP-2” on the chain of custody form. These two field duplicate
samples were submitted to the laboratory as “blind duplicates” so that the lab would be unable to
ascertain which analytical samples had been split. Entering the date and time of collection on the
chain of custody would have allowed the laboratory to associate these samples with their
respective parent samples.

The matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) sample was not sent blind, and was
identified by date and time on the chain of custody form. EPA’s correlation of this quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) sample with its parent sample collected at node SPA-2 is
correct. Note, however, that DUP-1, DUP-2, and MS/MSD are three different samples with three
different parent samples. In order to document the correlation of blind duplicate samples DUP-1,
and DUP-2 with the appropriate parent samples, copies of the field log book pages that include
the entries made during the collection of these two samples are presented as Attachment 1 to this
Letter.

As indicated on the field activities log book page 5, sample DUP-1 was collected as a split of the
sample collected at 9:50 AM on December 4, 2002 at node ND-1 from the 5°-7° depth interval.
This sample was therefore identified as node ND-1 sample number 2 (dup) in Table A-1 of the
Proposal. Page 11 of the field activities log book indicates that sample DUP-2 was collected as a
split of the sample collected at 10:45 AM on December 5, 2002 at node EWP-2 from the 8’-9’
depth interval. This sample was therefore identified as node EWP-2 sample number 1 (dup) in
Table A-1 of the Proposal.

Status East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond: As a result of the confusion regarding the two
blind duplicate samples and the MS/MSD sample, EPA indicated in its May, 20, 2003 letter that
additional corrective measures may still be required at the East Sludge Pond and East Waste
Pond. As noted above, however, the analytical result for sample DUP-2 was appropriately
identified in the Proposal and Keystone’s April 18, 2003 letter as a duplicate of the sample -
collected from 8°-9’ at node EWP-2 in the East Sludge Pond.

The two total lead concentration results obtained for the split sample collected at 8’-9’ from node
EWP-2 were 460 mg/kg for EWP-2 No. 1 and 880 mg/kg for EWP-2 No. 1(dup). By averaging
these two results a value of 670 mg/kg total lead is obtained for this sample, which is below the
750 mg/kg Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for lead in soil appropriate for industrial land
use. As indicated in the Proposal and in Keystone’s April 18, 2003 letter to EPA, Keystone
believes that additional corrective measures in the East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond are
therefore not warranted based upon our recent analytical data indicating that the lead
concentrations in the sediment and the underlying native clay of these areas are below the 750
mg/kg PRG for industrial soil.
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Schedule for implementing final corrective measures: Questions regarding the timing of
implementation of the final corrective measures at the F-Pond were also raised during the June
11 conference call. Keystone is still in the process of considering possible adjustments to this
schedule in light of EPA’s concerns and the timing of the closure activities being performed
under oversight of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), and will continue to
work with EPA to resolve the expressed scheduling concemns. It is Keystone’s understanding
that EPA would like to coordinate completion of final corrective measures associated with the
Environmental Indicators Administrative Order on Consent by December 31, 2005.

If you have any questions or need additional information regarding the information presented in
this letter or otherwise pertaining to the January 2003 Proposal, please do not hesitate to contact
me by email at perryrs@keystonesteel.com or by phone at (309) 697-7538.

Sincerely,
o ?/’é
Keystone Steel & Wire pany

Russ R. Perry, P.G.
Manager, Energy & Environmental Engineering

Attachments

cc: Robert Aten, Ph. D., L.P.G., Earth Tech
Jeffery Pierce, P.E., RMT, Inc.
Mark Prytula, Ph. D., P.E., RMT, Inc.
Andrew Running, Kirkland & Ellis
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iy UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- REGION 5
t NI & 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
* g ' - CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
%t PROTE”

May 20, 2003 REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
DE-9J

CERTIFIED MATIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Russ R. Perry

Manager, Energy & Environmental Engineering
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

Re: Final Corrective Measures Proposal
Email Response
Keystone Steel & Wire Company.
EPA ID No.: ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
completed the review of your April 18, 2003 Email response to its
March 28, 2003 comments. This letter constitute a formal response to
your April response. Based on our review of boring-logs for the four
sample nodes in the East Sludge Pond and the East Waste Pond, it is
understandable why there were sampling inconsistencies with the other
two locations. However, the explanation provided in your response
regarding the blind duplicates is confusing. The explanation does not
support the information on page two of the chain of custody record in
the January 2003 Final Corrective Measures Proposal (PROPOSAL). The
sample collection time for the MS/MSD samples is questionable. Based
on our réview of the chain of custody record, the indicated date and
time of collection for the MS/MSD samples appears to correlate more
with the SPA-2 sample location rather than with the EWP sample
location. we believe that the MS/MSD samplés collected are for the
SPA-2 samples.

Therefore, the U.S. EPA continues to insist that additional
corrective measures be implemented at the East Sludge Pond and the
East Waste Pond. This conclusion was based on the information in
Appendix A-1. The highest total lead concentration of 880mg/kg was
reported for the EWP-2 sludge sample. As earlier suggested, KS&W
should consider excavation of hot spots in these two areas. Finally,
as a matter of procedure, all future responses must be in writing and
signed by a responsible official. The revised PROPOSAL addressing the
above ‘issue must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter

Recycled/Recyclable * Printed with Vegetable Oil Based inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer)



to U.S. EPA for approval.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Jonathan Adenuga, (312) 886-7954.

Sincerely yours,

—

Jonathan Adenuga
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division '

cc: Jim Moore, IEPA



ATTACHMENT -

East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond: The data collected for these
this area is questionable. According to Appendix A, Table A-1, the
sampling logic appears to be inconsistent. We note that depth
intervals from which samples were collected at the three areas vary
dramatically. For example, At the North Ditch staging area and the
Slag processing area, collection of samples started from the 1-3'
depth intervals and progressed to 6-7' intervals while from the East
Sludge Pond and the East Waste Pond, the shallowest depth of sample
collection started at the 7' interval. There were no sample results
from 1-3' and 5-6' intervals. We suggest that additional samples be
collected from 1-3' and 4-6' intervals at the East Sludge Pond and the
East Waste Pond to adequately confirm the true nature of the soil in
this area.

North and South Lagoong: Based on the 1987 RFA data we have reasons to
believe that these lagoons may be storing waste sludges that meet some
characteristics of hazardous waste regardless of the fact that the
sludges have been subjected to lime treatment. KS&W has not .
demonstrated that the waste pickle liquor sludge generated by lime
stabilization of pickle liquor from the onsite waste water treatment
'plant is excluded from regulation because it has not demonstrated
through analysis that the sludge does not exhibit one or more of the
characteristics of hazardous waste. Please refer to 40'CFR\261.3

(3) (ii) (A) . Therefore, KS&W must collect representative samples of
sludge from these lagoons and analyze the collected samples using the
Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure. 'The collected samples
must be grab samples and must. be representative of the entire sludge
in these lagoons. '

2.3 Corrective Measgures Considered: We disagree with reasoning and
conclusion provided for not considering implementing any additional
corrective measures at the East Sludge Pond and the East Waste Pond.
As indicated above, additional corrective measures may be warranted.
contingent on the additional data to be collected from these two
areas. In addition, based on the information provided in Appendix A,
the highest total lead concentration is 880mg/kg and not 750mg/kg. At
a minimum, KS&W should consider excavation of hot spots in these two
areas. :

3.3 F-Pond: The corrective measures proposed for the F-Pond is
acceptable contingent on KS&W submitting the detail final plan for
review and approval.
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, April 18,2003

VIA EMAIL

Mr. Jonathan Adenuga

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance

Waste, Pesticides, and Toxics Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 (DE-9J)
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3507

Subject: EPA’s March 28. 2003 Letter Regarding Shortcomings in the January 2003 Final
Corrective Measures Proposal submitted by Keystone Steel & Wire Company (ILD 000

714 881)

Dear Mr. Adenuga:

On April 2, 2003, Keystone received EPA’s letter (dated March 28, 2003) regarding the Final
Corrective Measures Proposal (Proposal) that Keystone submitted to the Agency in January
2003. This letter and its attachments are being provided to address EPA’s comments expressed
in the March 28, 2003 letter.

East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond: EPA indicated that the sampling conducted in ,
December 2002 at the East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond, Slag Yard, and North Ditch
Staging Area appears to be inconsistent due to variation in sampling depths from area to area.
The va.riatioyll in sampling depths was intentional, as the sampling protocols were driven by
different objectives in each area. Detailed discussions regarding the rationale behind the
implemented sampling protocols can be found in Keystone’s November 19, 2002 Technical
Memorandum to EPA. '

Different sampling approaches were applied in each area in order to confirm and/or delineate
potential impacts based upon analytical results from historical sample data collected at the
facility. At the North Ditch Staging Area, samples were collected to characterize shallow fill
material and the underlying native soil. In the Slag Yard, only surface samples were collected to
evaluate potential surface impact from historical operations. At the East Sludge Pond and East
Waste Pond, only samples of the former pond sediment and underlying soil were collected.

Surface and shallow depth samples were not collected at the East Sludge Pond and East Waste
Pond because the ponds have been filled in and covered with five to ten feet of crushed slag
aggregate since 1987, when the original samples were collected. Boring logs for the four sample
nodes in the East Sludge Pond and East Waste Pond are included as Attachment 1. Analytical
sample depths were determined in the field via continuous split-spoon geologic logging, and
were selected based upon the depth of the former pond sediment. After boring through the
overlying fill material and finding the sediment layer, analytical samples were collected from

Q_,”\ ’
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within this layer and then from the underlying native soil. Keystone does not believe that
additional sampling is necessary in these areas to confirm that no impact is present in the fill
material since all of the material above the sludge layer is recent slag fill. Sampling of the
sludge layer was the specific objective in order to correlate data from the 1987 sampling

performed by the USEPA.

North and South Sludge Lagoons: EPA indicated its concern that Keystone has not

" demonstrated through analysis that the sludge stored in these two lagoons does not exhibit any of

the characteristics of hazardous waste, and has thus requested additional testing of this material.
Keystone has been investigating options for increasing the storage capacity of these two lagoons,
and one of the possible options is to excavate some of the stored sludge for disposal off site. An
assessment of the sludge with regard to potential disposal requirements, including any possible
Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs), has already been planned as part of the investigation of this
option.

Peoria Disposal Company (PDC) will collect and analyze representative samples of the sludge in
each lagoon as per the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) requirements for
issuance of a disposal permit to determine if the material exhibits any hazardous characteristics
or will require any treatment to meet applicable LDRs. A copy of the required analyses to which
the sludge will be subjected is presented in Attachment 2. If the PDC waste profile analysis
indicates the presence of any characteristically hazardous material, additional sa.mplmg may be
necessary to determine its distribution, limit, and extent in each lagoon.

Correcttve Measures Considered: EPA indicated that it d1sagreed with Keystone’s conclusion
that additional corrective measures were not required at the East Sludge Pond and East Waste
Pond due to the detection of lead in a duplicate sample from the East Sludge Pond at a
concentration of 880 mg/kg. Keystone had proposed averaging the total lead concentrations
obtained for the two analyses of this sample (EWP-2-1 at 460 mg/kg and EWP-2-1(dup) at 880
mg/kg and) for comparison against the 750 mg/kg Prehmmary Remediation Goal (PRG) for lead
in soil appropriate for industrial land use.

Samples EWP-2-1 and EWP-2-1(dup) were blind duplicates of the sample collected from 8 to 9
feet at boring location EWP-2. PDC Laboratory was contacted in regards to these sample
results. The lab re-analyzed the metals digestions and indicated that the sample results from the
digestion portion of the soil sample bottles are valid. PDC also indicated that they only remove
5-grams from the jar of soil to perform the sample analysis. The lab does not perform any
mixing of the soil that is in the jar. The 5-grams is collected as a grab from the top of the jar.
The values reported are entirely dependent upon the location within the sample jar from which

the 5-gram aliquots were removed. Based on this information we believe that averaging the

sample data is a legitimate method of evaluation.

Therefore, in regard to EPA’s request that additional corrective measures be considered in these
areas, Keystone believes that additional corrective measures in the East Sludge Pond and East
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Waste Pond are not warranted based on our recent analytical data indicating that the lead
concentrations in the sediment and the underlying native clay are below the 750 mg/kg PRG for
industrial soil.

F-Pond: EPA indicated that the corrective measures proposed for the F-Pond are acceptable,
contingent on receipt of a final detail plan for EPA review and approval. As discussed in the
Final Corrective Measur oposal, Keystone anticipates implementing closure of this area
during a mobilization in using revised excavation and treatment techniques developed for
the remaining ditch closures to be conducted in 2004 under the Consent Order with IEPA. Once
the revised procedures have been finalized for use in closing the remaining IEPA units, Keystone
will provide a final detailed closure plan to 1nclude soil treatment, disposal, and confirmation
sampling protocols.

" Revisions to the Final Corrective Measures Proposal: Keystone will proceed with
implementing the sampling activities discussed above regarding the North and South Sludge
Lagoons. Upon receipt of sample data from the analytical laboratory, Keystone will prepare a
report summarizing the collected data and presentlng any necessary final corrective measures for
these lagoons by June 28, 2003.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me (phone: 309-697-7538, email: perryrs@keystonesteel com).

- Sincerely,

Keystone Steel & Wire Company
Russ R. Perry, P.G.
Manager, Energy & Environmental Engmeenng :

Accompanying File Attachments:  04-18-03 Attachment 1.pdf
04-18-03 Attachment 2.pdf

cc:  Robert Aten, Ph.D., L.P.G., Earth Tech
Jeffery Pierce, P.E., RMT, Inc.
Mark Prytula, Ph.D., P.E., RMT, Inc.
Andrew Running, Kirkland & Ellis
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Minimum Analytical Requirements for Disposal Permit

I pH
Flashpoint (>200)
% Solids
Paint Filter
Bulk Density
* Total and Reactive Cyanides
* Total and Reactive Sulfides
Total Phenol
* Extractable Organic Halogen (E.0.X.)
Radioactivity — PDC #I Landfill Only (must be performed by PDC Laboratorzes)

* Reactzves only need to be run iftotals are > 1 0ppm.

o Total and TCLP Metals (TCLPs require matrix spike confirmation):

Arsenic
Barium _
~Cadmium IF HAZARDOUS FOR METALS, PDC IS REQUIRED
Chromium TO RUN A TREATABILITY STUDY TO DEMONSTRATE
Lead COMPLIANCE WITH LDR'S
Mercury’
- Selenium
Silver

. . TCLPBNAs & TCLP VOAs
(i.e. D018-D043 Matrix spike confirmation required)

VOLATILES: BASE/NEUTRAL/ACID EXTRACTABLES:
EPA Method 8260 EPA Method 8270
Vinyl Chloride Base/Neutrals Acids
1,1-Dichloroethene

. Chloroform : Pyridine m,p-Cresol
1,2-Dichloroethane Hexachloroethane o-cresol
Carbon Tetrachloride Nitrobenzene 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol
Trichloroethene Hexachlorobutadiene 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol
Benzene ' 2,4-Dinitrotoluene : Pentachlorophenol .
Tetrachloroethene Hexachlorobenzene
Chlorobenzene
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
2-Butanone (MEK)

R S22 2 22 2 R Rt d bl Lt *¥ LA A2 2 Rt 2t R ittt EEd ) kRkkE

THE WASTE MUST BE ANALYZED BY PDC LABORATORIES FOR ANY UNIVERSAL
TREATMENT STANDARDS LISTED FOR ALL APPLICABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE CODES
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MUST BE ON SIGNED LABORATORY LETTERHEAD ACCOMPANIED BY A COC



EWP-1 Page 1of

me
JCLIENT: Keystone Steel & Wire Company ILOCA'HON: 7000 S.W. Adams Street, Peoria, lllinois
|DATE DRILLED: 12/5/2002 IGRID COORDINATES: 40° 38' 14" N, 89°38'48" W
|DATE COMPLETED: 12/5/2002 JGROUND SURFACE ELEV:
|DR|LLING METHOD: Continuous Split Spoon ITOTAL DEPTH: 13 feet
IDRILLING COMPANY: Tremont Exploration (D. Hischke) JGEOLOGIST/ENGINEER:- J. King
Sample .
Depth Sample| Interval/ PID " Soil Description Remarks
(ft. bgs) Type Rec. {ft.) {ppm)

1-3 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry, cementious near surface. B_lou} Count: 175
2.0
- 3-8 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry, granular. Blow Count: 17
4.0 2200
5-7 ICLAY (CL): Brown, moist. Blow Count: 16
6.0 o ' '
7-9 SILT (ML): Silty sediment, wet, brown-black. Blow Count: 11
|Sample Collected: 7" - 9'
8.0
9'-11 CLAY (CL): Wet, gradual color change from black-brown to gray Blow Count: 9
to brown-black. :
10.0 « h
11'-13' CLAY (CL): Wet, brown-black. ' Blow Count: 11

12,0 rSample Collected: 12 - 13

BORING TERMINATED AT 13.0 FEET
14.0

16.0

KEY: . :
Sand u]]]]]]]]l Clayey Sand . W Water table encountered at time of boring

B s V77 sity Ciay
: ‘ 1] cay

Crushed Slag




EWP-2

Page 1 of 1
@
CLIENT: Keystone Steel & Wire Company JLOCATION: _ 7000 S.W. Adams Street, Peoria, lllinois _
DATE DRILLED: 12/5/2002 IGRID COORDINATES: 40° 38' 14" N, 89° 38" 48" W _ _
|DATE COMPLETED: 12/5/2002 , IGROUND SURFACE ELEV: '
IDRlLLING METHOD: Continuous Split Spoon TOTAL DEPTH: 11 feet
{DRILLING COMPANY: Tremont Expioration (D. Hischke) |GEOLOGIST/ENGINEER: J. King
Sample : -
Depth Sample| Interval/ PID Soil Description Remarks
(ft. bgs) Type | Rec.(ft) | (ppm)
0.0 oy
1-3 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry, cementious. Blow Count: 272
20
3-8 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry cementious. Blow Count: 148
4.0
5.7 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, wet. Blow Count: 40
. 6.0
7-9 SILT (ML): Silty sediment, firm, wet, black-brown. Blow Count: 55
8.0 |Sample Collected: 8'-9' (sample split for duplicate) '
9'-11 .{CLAY (CL): Wet, black-brown to green Blow Count: 13
Sample Collected 10' - 11'
10.0
BORING TERMINATED AT 11.0 FEET
12.0 ==
14.0 =
16.0
Sand [I]]]]]]In Clayey Sand W Water table encountered at time of boring
B sit V777 sity clay
] clay Crushed Slag
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EP-1

Page 1 of 1

JCLIENT: Keystone Steel & Wire Company ILOCATION: 7000 S.W. Adams Street, Peoria, lllinois
IDATE DRILLED: 12/5/2002 IGRID COORDINATES: 40° 38' 14" N, 89°.38'48" W
IDATE COMPLETED: 12/5/2002 IGROUND SURFACE ELEV:
[DRILLING METHOD: Continuous Split Spoon TOTAL DEPTH: 13 feet
IDRILLING COMPANY: Tremont Exploration (D. Hischke) JGEOLOGIST/ENGINEER: J. King
Sample
Depth Sample| Interval/ PID Soil Description Remarks
(ft. bgLs) Type Rec. (ft.) {ppm)
0.0
1'-3 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry, cementious near surface. Blow Count: 96
2.0
3-5 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray to black, dry, granular. Blow Count: 50
4.0
5-7 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry, granutar, Blow Count: 45
6.0
7- 9'. CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, granular. Blow Count: 45
8.0
g.-11 SILT (ML): Silty sediment, wet, brown. Blow Count: 8
Sample Collected: 10'- 11' ’
10.0
CLAY (CL): Wet, brown-black to gray. Blow Count: 10
12,0 Sample Collected: 11'- 13'
BORING TERMINATED AT 13.0 FEET
14.0
16.0
KEY: . :
Sand [I]]]]]]]]] Clayey Sand W Water table encountered at time of boring
= s 777 sity clay
LB cray Crushed Slag




EP'2 ' _ Page 1of 1

CLIENT: Keystone Steel & Wire Company JLOCATION: 7000 S.W. Adams Street, Pecria, lllinols
|DATE DRILLED: 12/5/2002 IGRID COORDINATES: 40° 38' 14" N, 89°38'48" W ]
|oATE COMPLETED:  12/5/2002 JGROUND SURFACE ELEV:

[DRILLING METHOD: Continuous Split Spoon TOTAL DEPTH: 11 feet
[DRILLING COMPANY: Tremont Exploration (D. Hischke) |G§0LOG!$TIENGlMEER= J. King
_ Sample
Depth . |Sample| Interval/ PID | Soil Description Remarks

(it bgs) | Type | Rec.(it) | (ppm)

-3 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry. . Blow Count: 56
3-5 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray, dry. Blow Count: 55
5-7 CRUSHED SLAG: Gray-brown, wet. Blow Count: 50

SILT (ML): Silty sediment, wet, firm, black-grey.
FSample Collected: 6'-T ’

7-9 Blow Count: 45
CLAY (CL): Firm, brown green.
9'-11 |Sample Collected 9' - 11 Blow Count: 40
— BORING TERMINATED AT 11.0 FEET
12.0 =
14.0 =
—
16.0
[I]]]]]]II] Clayey Sand W Water table encountered at time of boring

= sit 7777 sity Clay

[ ] clay

Crushed Slag




T UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2 REGIONS5
M ¢ 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
& 'CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

March 28, 2003
DE-9J

CERTIFIED MATT,
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Russ R. Perry

Manager, Energy & Env1ronmental Engineering
Keystone Steel & Wire Company

7000 S.W. Adams Street

Peoria, Illinois 61641-0002

Re: Final Corrective Measures Proposal
Keystone Steel & Wire Company
EPA ID No.: ILD 000 714 881

Dear Mr. Perry:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
completed the review of the January 2003 Final Corrective Measures
Proposal (PROPOSAL) for the Keystone Steel & Wire (KS&W). Based on
our reviews, several shortcomings were detected in ‘the PROPOSAL. We .,
have concluded that the PROPOSAL has to be revised. We are also aware
that while KS&W is fulfilling its obligation under the current U.S. ’
EPA Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), it is also closing several
other units under an earlier Consent Order with IEPA which may have
some impact on the final outcome of any remediation that may

" ultimately be approved for the facility. However, the current
PROPOSAL still does not adequately address the issues identified in
the AOC and in the results of the January 29, 2002 Environmental
Indicators Assessment investigations report. Our comments to the
PROPOSAL are outline in the enclosed Attachment. The PROPOSAL must be
revised within 30 days of receipt of this letter and Attachment and
submitted to U.S. EPA for approval.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Jonathan Adenuga, (312) 886-7954.

Sincerely yours,-
(; ;x
Jonathan Adenuga

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division

Recycled/Recyclable . Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer)



Enclosure

cc: Jim Moore, IEPA
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ATTACHMENT

East Sludge Pond and Eagt Waste Pond: The data collected for these
this area is questionable. According to Appendix A, Table A-1, the
sampling logic appears to be inconsistent. We note that depth
intervals from which samples were collected at the three areas vary
dramatically. For example, At the North Ditch staging area and the
Slag processing area, collection of samples started from the 1-3'
depth intervals and progressed to 6-7' intervals while from the East
Sludge Pond and the East Waste Pond, the shallowest depth of sample
collection started at the 7' interval. There were no sample results
from 1-3' and 5-6' intervals. We suggest that additional samples be
collected from 1-3' and 4-6' intervals at the East Sludge Pond and the
East Waste Pond to adequately confirm the true nature of the soil in
this area.

North and South Lagoons: Based on the 1987 RFA data we have reasons to
believe that these lagoons may be storing waste sludges that meet some
characteristics of hazardous waste regardless of the fact that the '
sludges have been subjected to lime treatment. KS&W has not
demonstrated that the waste pickle liquor sludge generated by lime
stabilization of pickle liquor from the onsite waste water treatment
plant is excluded from regulation because it has not demonstrated
through analysis that the sludge does not exhibit one or more of the
characteristics of hazardous waste. Please refer to 40 CFR 261.3

(3) (ii) (A) . Therefore, KS&W must collect representative samples of
sludge from these lagoons and analyze the collected samples ‘using the
Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure. The collected samples
must be grab samples and must be representative of the entire sludge
in these .lagoons. X
2.3 Corrective Measures Congidered: We disagree with reasoning and
conclusion provided for not considering implementing any additional
corrective measures at the East Sludge Pond and the East Waste Pond.
As indicated above, additional corrective measures may be warranted
contingent 'on the additional data to be collected from these two
areas. In addition, based on the information provided in Appendix A,
the highest total lead concentration is 880mg/kg and not 750mg/kg. At
a minimum, KS&W should consider excavation of hot spots in these two
areas. '

3.3 F-Pond: The corrective measures proposed for the F-Pond is
acceptable contingent on KS&W submitting the detail flnal plan for
review and approval.
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Waste Management Bvisime Mill Road « Bloomington, IN 47408  (812) 336-0972. Fax ®12) 336—3991

U.S: EPA, REGION ¥

April 16, 1992

| o /45095000/‘ ~ Pesria Cevué
Mr. Ken Lovett Ee 57‘2}4—?_ S)leé/é 4'0‘//’€

Nlinois EPA

2200 Churchill Road / CDOCO7/4 55 (
Springfield, IL 62706 e g
Dear Mr. Lovett:

Re:  Keystone Steel & Wire Company - Installation of New Investigation Wells

As we discussed at the technical meeting in your office on March 31, 1992, we are going
to install three new well clusters at the Keystone facility to better define the horizontal extent of
ground water contamination to the west, north, and northeast of the property. The approximate
locations of these new well clusters are shown on the enclosed map. It is anticipated that ground
water data from these wells will be adequate to define the boundary of the Ground Water
Management Zone. The field work for this investigation was started on April 14, 1992 and we
expect well mstallanon to be complete within two weeks Please contact me if you have any
questions. '

Smccrcly,
Robert E. Aten
_ Vice President
Enclosure f ,
| : RECEIVED
cc:  D. Bennington : .
R. Miller o : APR 90 1992
L. Phillips _ . iad
J. Polich . IEPA-DLPC
Grand Rapids. Ml petroil. Mi Bloomington. IN Columbus, OH Lapee(. Mi Chattanooga. TN Mlnneapélis. MN Milwaukee, Wi

me/a:7029.00/1 : _ A Summit Environmental Group Company





